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Abstract 
Romania’s accession to EU has imposed major transformations on inland economy and also an intense struggle for adaptation to 
the new convergence criteria. European economic and cultural model represents the main framework which all countries need to 
explore and capitalize in order to find explanations about the competitiveness gaps among the countries. The paper aims to 
analyze the antithesis between some of the cultural models and the economic structures and their implications on changing the 
economic paradigms and assuring high degrees of economic competitiveness and social inclusion by looking for ways on 
synchronization. 
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1. Introduction 
The European space represents the concentrated expression of the historical transformations that have marked the 
evolution of European societies over a long period, beginning with the Industrial Revolution and the great 
geographical discoveries that have made their mark on the entire history of mankind. The state economic systems 
were influenced and determined by cultural evolution as they are diverse in both unitary; the European space 
actually benefits from cultural unity provided by the geographical conditions and the manifestation of traditional 
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spirituality. Despite of numerous studies in the field (Popescu, 2014; Triparti, 2014) the problem is still present. 
Thus, as it has been remarked (Ghral and Teague, 1997), the European social model reveals a specific blending of 
authentic social protection system and a strong institutionalization of industrial relations (Ghral and Teague, 1997). 
On the other hand, it has been made (Esping - Andersen, 1990) a simple but quite interesting classification of 
various forms of welfare arrangements, which were grouped into three distinct models: the liberal, the corporatist 
and the universal model. In this situation the liberal welfare model, has a restricted palette of tools and means of 
intervention in the economy, as it has been noticed by (Andersen, 2004) "the state plays a limited and well-defined 
the rolls in the sense of Providing the ultimate floor in cases where are the market and civil society do not suffice. 
(Andersen, 2004: 744) 
Romania’s integration into European economic and cultural space required it to align to the new social, economic 
and political coordinates of EU-28 and transpose values, cultural characteristics and European economic models to 
the internal realities. Romania has been part of the European space, with which it shared a long history, experiences 
and traditions. The reconfirmation of membership was made later, seventeen years after the fall of the dictatorship 
and return to European values. Romania has been European, at least in terms of territorial belonging, a united 
continent cannot be considered outside Romania, but imposed the need for converging the European space and 
bridge the gap that still separates Romania from the developed countries of Europe. 
 The recent developments have shown that Romania can reduce these gaps if it manages to mobilize available 
resources to sectors that can ensure economic growth  (Popescu, 2014b), valuing equally the potential which it still 
has. This raises the question of whether there is a sustainable business model that can be transposed in the Romanian 
case and to ensure a high degree successful in reducing imbalances than the old EU member countries. We try to 
identify such a model, to meet European requirements, and our country to adopt and exploit it in equal measure. I 
started this research on the premise that such a wonder model does not exist, but rather the solutions come from the 
synergy of many traits of existing models that have proven functionality, but which Romania cannot only import and 
transpose it but they need to be adapted to the internal realities and its social and cultural substrate.From this 
perspective in Table 1 there was carried both a selection of already established economic models and some 
representative states, this selection being based on the example and comparison principle which can provide some 
solutions to reduce these gaps and achieve convergence with the European space. There were thus envisaged nine 
countries located on four functional economic models, namely, the Scandinavian model, Anglo-Saxon, continental 
and Mediterranean. Romania was included in the continental model, as a social market economy. 
 
Table 1: The Economic models’ main characteristics 
Economic model Country Characteristics  
Scandinavian model Finland  Small and open economies; 
 egalitarian states 
 relative high-income levels; 
 tightly integrated to a liberal market economy mechanism 
 high degree of income redistribution 
 highly subsidized education  
 high degree of social security 
 Sweden 
Anglo-Saxon model 
 UK 
Ireland  
 Based on liberal ideas of  Adam Smith in ruleing the market and economy 
 Existence of a free and very competitive market  
 Limited government intervention in the economy 
Continental Model 
 France 
Germany 
- more state intervention in economic activity 
- existence of a highly state ownership 
- the person is in the center of the state interests 
- are social economies 
Mediterranean Model 
 Italy - Existence of a higher degree of employment protection policies 
- It has a low level of social assistance 
- It is tightly based on pensions  
 Portugal  
Latin  Romania moderate levels of economic growth 
Source: author’s synthesis based on literature survey 
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The evolution of European states must be understood in a much broader perspective, namely the harmonious 
blending also going to merge in order to provide economic demands of higher living standards for the population, 
imposed to their systems of governance predetermined by historical realities. The influences of political and 
governance models can be found as own brand for all states that make up the respective economic models.As it has 
been observed (Bal, 2007), European economies are differentiated by a number of essential features that define and 
identify, the most important of which are materialized in structural relationships type that form between 
undertakings in the economic process, on the one hand, government policies and instruments intervention at state’s 
disposal  (Popescu, 2014a), on the other hand, not ultimately subtle interplay between competition, governmental 
and regulatory strength and global indirect intervention of the state. Based on the diversity of economic policies 
adopted by individual countries  (Patrick, 2014), the level of achieved economic performance (Boling et al., 2014) 
and the undertaken reforms over long periods of transition, we can say that rather they were the result of an internal 
mechanism adaptation to the needs of domestic economic realities  (Pera, 2014) and compliance with the global 
environment than a uniform transposition of specific characteristics of an economic model. The evolution of GDP 
per Capita from this perspective is a good indicator for understanding social behavior in efficiency for each member 
consideration. In Table 2 there is showed the evolution of GDP per Capita (in 1990 $ GK) during 1990-2013. 
 
Table 2: The evolution of GDP per Capita, 1990-2013 
                                                                                                              -in 1990$- 
 Finland France Germany Ireland Italy Portugal Sweden UK Romania 
1990 16.866 17.647 15.878 11.818 16.313 10.826 17.695 16.430 3.511 
1995 15.977 18.262 17.055 14.341 17.228 11.614 17.734 18.227 3.060 
2000 19.951 20.392 18.581 22.138 18.774 13.922 20.975 21.548 3.058 
2005 22.479 21.450 19.083 25.570 19.296 14.191 23.745 24.382 4.083 
2007 24.651 22.202 20.486 26.904 19.855 14.631 25.503 25.590 4.702 
2009 22.562 21.244 19.738 23.782 18.291 14.118 23.997 23.790 4.736 
2011 23.916 21.807 21.310 23.571 18.524 14.143 26.236 24.182 4.806 
2013 23.755 21.636 21.624 23.336 17.793 13.318 26.797 24.267 4.970 
Δ90-2013 6.889 3.989 5.747 11.518 1.480 2.491 9.102 7.837 1.459 
Δ%90-2013 40,84% 22,61% 36,19% 97,46% 9,07% 23,01% 51,44% 47,70% 41,57% 
Source: author’s own analysis based on the Conference Board Total Economy Database, 2014 
 
The evolution of GDP per Capita during 1990-2013 reflects the significant appreciation of the analyzed 
economies, each of which recorded significant increases in the level of this indicator. Thus the GDP per Capita (in 
1990, GK $) increased in Finland (+ 140.08%), France (122.61%), Germany (136.19%), Ireland (197.46%), Italy 
(109.07%), Portugal (123.01%), Sweden (151.44%), UK (147.70%) and Romania (141.57%). The continuous 
improvement of the reflected domestic economic conditions and GDP per Capita during 1990-2013 assessment may 
also explain the evolution of the Global Competitiveness Index. In Figure 1 there is shown the evolution of GCI 
Rank interval 2013-2014 and for 2014-2015. 
 
Fig.1: The evolution of the GCI Ranks during 2013-2014 and 2014-2015. 
 Source: author’s own adaptation based on World Economic Forum (2014)   
It can be remarked from the data presented in Fig.1an improvement in GCI Ranks in the case of Romania, it 
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climbed 17 places in the rankings, ranked no. 76 (in 2013-2014) to 59th GCI Ranks for 2014-2015, while some 
countries such as Sweden climbed from 6th to 10th place, Finland 3rd or 4th as appropriate: Italy and France keep 
the same position. The evolution of this characteristic indicator reflects important changes that marked the world 
economy in the last two years. It highlighted the complex issues generated by the phenomenon of globalization and 
market integration accentuation thus member states being exposed to competitive pressures more extensively than in 
the past. The future economic policies should take into account factors that equally stimulate some countries to 
economic performance, while others make them devolve the same time, while based on complex global 
transformations that require adaptation of current revision practices. The effect of adopted economic measures is 
automatically reflected in the evolution of national economic performance. A significant argument in this regard is 
provided and The Global Competitiveness Index 2014-2015 value. This is shown in Table 3. The Global 
Competitiveness Index 2014-2015. 
 
Table 3: The Global Competitiveness Index 2014–2015 
Country OVERALL INDEX Basic requirements Efficiency enhancers Innovation and 
sophistication factors 
Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score Rank Score 
Finland 4 5.50 8 5.97 10 5.27 3 5.57 
Sweden 10 5.41 12 5.86 12 5.25 7 5.38 
UK 9 5.41 24 5.49 4 5.51 8 5.21 
Ireland 25 4.98 31 5.19 21 4.97 20 4.85 
France 23 5.08 26 5.42 19 5.07 19 4.86 
Germany 5 5.49 11 5.91 9 5.28 4 5.56 
Italy 49 4.42 54 4.82 47 4.35 29 4.26 
Portugal 36 4.54 41 5.00 37 4.57 31 4.19 
Romania 59 4.30 77 4.48 50 4.32 78 3.53 
Source: author’s own adaptation based on World Economic Forum (2014) 
 
Thus considering the value Global Competitiveness Index Period during 2014-2015, it can be seen that of the 9 
countries considered in the analysis, four states occupy positions in the top 10 of global competitiveness of which 
two (Finland and Sweden) belong to the Scandinavian model. According to the table above Romania is situated at 
59th Overall index with a score of 4.30. Regarding the three dimensions considered in the construction of this 
indicator, Romania recorded unfavorable position regarding Innovation and sophistication factors (Score Rank 78 
and 3.53) and Basic Requirements (Score Rank 77 and 4.48) and a higher position in the category Efficiency 
enhancers (Score Rank 50 and 4.32).To better understand these differences between states and markets belonging to 
economic models considered in this paper can take into account benchmarking in terms of value by GCI scores 
sustainability indicators presented in the table below: 
 
Table 4: GCI scores value by sustainability indicators, 2014-2015 
Country  GCI 2014–2015 Social 
sustainability– 
adjusted GCI 
Environmental 
sustainability– 
adjusted GCI 
Environmental 
sustainability– 
adjusted GCI 
Finland 5.50 6.38 5.98 6.18 
Sweden 5.41 6.05 5.95 6.00 
UK 5.41 5.95 5.75 5.85 
Ireland  4.98 5.38 5.14 5.26 
France 5.08 5.56 5.52 5.54 
Germany 5.49 6.36 6.00 6.18 
Italy 4.42 4.36 4.44 4.40 
Portugal 4.54 4.61 4.56 4.58 
Romania 4.30 4.13 4.20 4.17 
Source: author’s based on The Global Competitiveness Report 2014–2015 
 
So in terms of value by GCI scores sustainability indicators, it can be seen that the states shown in the table 
above can be grouped into two major categories. The first category consists of those member states that records GCI 
scores over 5.00, such as Finland (5.50), Germany (4.49) and to equal 4.41, Sweden and UK. At the opposite end 
there are states for which scores GCI value is below 5.00, as applicable: Ireland (4.98), Portugal (4.54), Italy (4.42) 
and Romania (4.30). 
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 The values and scores can be analyzed and interpreted in terms of the evolution of a complex indicator of 
economic efficiency  (Sum and Chorlian, 2014), as total factor productivity. The values of this indicator show a poor 
performance of the economies analyzed in terms of resource efficiency in manufacturing attracted increasingly 
emphasizing the need of a reallocation of resources towards those areas of the economy that are able to ensure 
economic growth. In Table 5 there is shown the evolution of Total Factor Productivity Growth, 1990-2013, in 
difference, percent. 
 
Table 5: Total Factor Productivity Growth, 1990-2013 
-ln difference, percent- 
Country  1990 1995 2000 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 
Finland -0,17 2,22 3,21 0,77 2,39 -7,95 0,57 -0,41 
France 0,14 1,12 1,59 0,33 -0,30 -2,49 0,66 -0,53 
Germany 2,97 1,76 2,29 1,46 1,30 -3,94 1,67 -0,46 
Ireland 3,61 4,47 3,47 -0,35 -0,48 -2,75 2,08 0,08 
Italy 0,15 2,19 1,41 -0,32 -0,10 -3,70 0,06 -0,10 
Portugal 1,11 2,94 -0,50 -0,70 0,17 -2,76 -0,75 -1,98 
Sweden -1,14 1,52 1,15 1,46 -0,35 -4,34 0,33 0,19 
UK -1,14 0,65 1,53 0,72 1,42 -4,18 0,07 -0,10 
Romania -11,40 12,85 3,14 3,09 4,51 -6,37 1,65 1,09 
Source: author’s analysis based on the Conference Board Total Economy Database, 2014 
 
The evolution of the Total Factor Productivity reveals a low level of economic efficiency in the majority of the 
countries analyzed in Table 5. The negative values recorded in all states above build effects that the economic crisis 
(Nica and Molnar, 2014) has had on the national economic structures (Nica and Potcovaru, 2014), which are not 
able to respond promptly and effectively to the shock. Thus, one can say that the factors of production used in the 
economic process ensure a low economic performance. As noted in some specialized studies (Foster-Mcgregor et 
al., 2013 p. 80) "overall productivity in the manufacturing sector significantly declined since 2007, high- and 
medium-high technology industries have positive productivity growth shown, even though slower than prior to the 
Financial Crisis." (Foster-Mcgregor et al., 2013; p. 80) 
The negative values of Total Factor Productivity recorded in the majority of the analyzed states, excepting 
Sweden, Ireland and Romania in 2013 highlights the difficulties European economies manage to identify own ways 
in increasing productivity and ensuring a comfortable level of productivity that contribute to environmental 
economic improvement and social developments. Regarding the causes of the negative evolution, as argued in the 
same study mentioned above, (Foster-Mcgregor et al., 2013 p. 10), “over the Period 2007 to 2012, total factor 
productivity growth in the EU turned negative, and the contribution of capital declined significantly, due to credit 
tightening conditions on European firms.” (Foster-Mcgregor et al., 2013: 10). 
 The significant productivity gaps for analyzed member states are also the result of national economic policies 
which most often do not succeed in steering manufacturing resources to those really productive sectors and can 
produce high added value or raise additional resources work. The economic crisis has accentuated more the Total 
Factor Productivity gaps, depriving some economic sectors to achieve the necessary financial allocations  (Tripati, 
2014) of fixed capital investment programs and the expansion or modernization of production capacities. This 
combination of factors, the only state that manages to have a return in terms of Total Factor Productivity level is 
Romania, which during the review period, 1990-2013, started in 1990 to a negative value of -11.40% reaching in 
2013 to record one of the highest positive values of this index of 1.09%, compared to Ireland (0.08%) and Sweden 
(0.19%), while in the case of others countries analyzed the values are negative oscillating in the range from -1.98% 
for Portugal to -0.10% in the UK’s case. 
Another dimension of analysis is the dynamics of GDP / hour worked, which highlights the social productivity of 
labor in the whole economy, constituting equally a relevant indicator of macroeconomics efficiency able to explain 
the economic performance registered in the economies considered to this analysis. In the Fig. 2 there is shown the 
evolution of GDP per Hour (1990 $) during 1995-2013. 
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Fig. 2.The evolution of GDP per Hour, in 1990 $ during 1995-2013. 
Source: author’s analysis based on Conference Board Total Economy Database, 2014 
 
In terms of GDP / hour worked it can be observed as with most states mentioned in the figure above high levels 
of efficiency in the use of labor resources, which have a significant contribution to GDP formation, further 
demonstrating the consistent use and allocation of labor resources and expertise contribute significantly to achieving 
an efficient economy. Thus in the case of countries with economies belonging to the social economy model such as 
Germany, France and Sweden there registered the highest levels of GDP / hour worked. 
Romania has the lowest level of GDP / hour worked, only 7 $ per Hour GDP in 2013, after a long period of time, 
since 2009 the GDP has been only $ 6 per hour. This evolution of GDP per hour demonstrates once again that the 
Romanian economy is still unable to attract and effectively use labor resources in the production process. An 
upgrade of the use of labor in the national economic system would generate an increase in the level of economic 
competitiveness by using additional resources still work in social reproduction process. 
2. Dimensions of Efficiency Enhancers in Some of the Competitive Economies 
The economic performance is one of the central elements in terms of which the state as an abstract entity and 
manager of collective interest (Jørgensen and Rutgers, 2014) performs its functions at the economic level. 
Meanwhile the economic performance achieved by each individual state are the expression of a number of factors  
(Popescu Ljungholm, 2014), both internal and external, which capitalized adequately contribute to this indicator. 
Also to understand the disparities between national economies considered in making this research, from the 
perspective of economic models, one has to highlight the dimensions of efficiency enhancers at each economy 
separately. Analyzed in terms of efficiency enhancers, considering the five important dimensions which it is based, 
in case of analysis there both expected and contradictory. In this regard, for the Efficiency enhancers category there 
are considered the following aspects: Goods Market Efficiency, Labor Market Efficiency, Financial Market 
Development, Technological readiness and market size. The table below shows the ranks for each of the nine states 
and the five dimensions previously mentioned. 
 
Table 6: Efficiency enhancers ranks 
  Goods market 
efficiency 
Labor market 
efficiency 
Financial market 
development 
Technological 
readiness 
Market size 
Finland 18 23 5 11 55 
Sweden 17 20 12 3 36 
UK 13 5 15 2 6 
Ireland 10 18 61 12 57 
France 46 61 23 17 8 
Germany 19 35 25 13 5 
Italy 73 136 119 38 12 
Portugal 44 83 104 26 51 
Romania 89 90 64 47 45 
Source: author’s analysis based on The Global Competitiveness Report 2014–2015 
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The data in the table it can be seen that the efficiency enhancers parameters have an outstanding distributor for 
those nine states. Thus if we consider the state that records the most significant values when Goods Market 
Efficiency, i.e. UK (Rank13), it is noted that the prospects Market size has a slight disadvantaged position (Rank 6) 
to Germany (rank 5). In the Fig. 3 there are given the values of the corresponding scores: market size, market Goods 
and Labor market efficiency and last the development of financial markets. 
In terms of market size, the states that receive significantly advantageous values are: Germany (5.99), UK (5.78) 
and France (5.74). The other countries considered occupy positions in the first sixty global locations. In Figure xxx 
are presented where market size values for the states analyzed. 
 
Fig. 3. The market size scores in some European countries, during 2014-2015.  
Source: author’s analysis based on The Global Competitiveness Report 2014–2015 
 
The size of internal markets is a prime determining factor in valuing both domestic production of goods and 
services, but it mostly plays a significant role in directing and allocating resources. Markets are fundamental 
elements in the functioning of contemporary economies, the expression of the degree of freedom and free enterprise 
that an economy agrees.In modern economies, the market size provides a significant degree of stability and safety in 
exploitation production (Peters, 2014), directing resources available in the economy to those economic sectors that 
are in demand of solvable ways. From this perspective of particular importance there are the efficiency of markets 
for goods, labor market and financial market. In Fig. 4 thereeare shown the values recorded for Goods Market 
Efficiency. 
 
Fig. 4. The goods market efficiency scores in some European countries, during 2014-2015.  
Source: author’s based on The Global Competitiveness Report 2014–2015 
From the point of view of the Goods Market Efficiency scores, only one economy is situated in the top ten of the 
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top global competitiveness, namely Ireland. Only four countries: the UK (5.16), Sweden (5.04), Finland (5.03) and 
Germany (4.99) have scores that provide them in the first twenty economies from the perspective of Goods Market 
Efficiency. All other countries occupy positions with values that highlight a low score for efficiency of operation 
Goods market. From this perspective it is necessary, especially in Romania (4.18) and Italy (4.30), a significant 
upgrade of the operating mechanism of the market capitalization of the mechanism. An increase of the efficiency of 
this market sizes will generate a high degree of absorption of domestic production which in turn will stimulate 
private initiative. The degree of efficiency can be explained on account of the existence or lack of a coordinated 
super reglementations both validation supply management policies, and market entry. Instead, in terms of resource 
management work and functioning of the labor market situation is significantly different. As is obvious from the 
data presented in Fig. 5 only one state, namely the UK (5.26) ranks among the top ten states that a labor market 
function effectively. 
 
 
Fig. 5. The labor market efficiency scores in some European countries, during 2014-2015.  
Source: author’s analysis based on The Global Competitiveness Report 2014–2015 
 
In terms of labor market situation is worrying efficiency scores in the majority of the analyzed that record low 
levels reflects the values of this indicator. The most unfavorable position is occupied by Italy (3.29), followed by 
Romania (4.04). Savings were affected by high levels of unemployment, exacerbated by the economic crisis (Nica, 
2014) and financial background in 2009.An improvement of the degree of efficiency in the functioning of the labor 
market would trigger an increase in the level of competitiveness by rearranging sectoral required. The high degree of 
resistance to change and economic failures recorded in the analyzed economies deeper and more gaps in the labor 
market. No financial market development environment significantly helps improve competitiveness. As seen from 
the data presented in Fig. below the situation is relatively comparable to the evolution of the labor market. 
 
 
Fig. 6. The financial market development scores in some European countries, during 2014-2015.  
Source: author’s based on The Global Competitiveness Report 2014–2015 
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Financial market development is an essential element in ensuring and guaranteeing the functioning of a 
competitive market economy. The financial resources ensure continued economic process and their availability and 
improve access level of the investment process. The effects of the economic crisis marked a significant development 
of the financial market, including economically powerful states such as Germany and France. Financial market 
development is a key factor in achieving a sustainable financing of national economies in the context of increasingly 
global markets. In the national economy, a developed financial market, especially stable, becomes a warranty factor 
in the perspective of providing the sustainability of economic development in terms of diversification of production 
structure. A significantly factor from this perspective is the level of technological readiness that the economy is 
ready to access. The technology is in itself a decisive factor in ensuring both the internal structure of production 
diversification, but especially economic sustainability processes and achievement of a level of added value. In Fig. 7 
there are shown the Technological readiness scores size in Some European countries, during 2014-2015. 
 
 
Fig.7. The Technological readiness scores in some European countries, during 2014-2015. 
 Source: author’s analysis based on The Global Competitiveness Report 2014–2015 
 
In terms of technological readiness it can be noted that the members analyzed for the period 2014-2015 there are 
registered satisfactory scores from this perspective. The lowest score is recorded by Romania (4.49) that takes 74th 
place in occupying global competitiveness chart. The best placed state of readiness Technological perspective are 
the UK which is ranked 2 with a score of 6.28 and Sweden, which ranks 3rd place with a score of 6.19. It can be 
noted that Technological readiness represents a problem including the developed economies such as Germany (13th, 
score 5.81), France (17th place, score 5.77) and Italy (38th, score 4.82). The level of this indicator reveals once 
again that in terms of technological readiness, the states have much different inclinations from the perception of 
technology implications in ensuring economic development, although they are aware that in a global world 
technology makes the difference in the level of competitiveness. 
 
Conclusions 
 
The recent economic developments have shown that domestic economic structures have an important role both in 
ensuring the stability of the domestic economy  (Glac, 2014), especially in ensuring growth stimulation. The 
comparisons have revealed that the European economies, although they have a low degree of homogeneity and 
intend a convergence towards the European economic space, just the differences from the European economic 
model to ensure their viability and significant levels of economic performance. Analyzed in terms of 
competitiveness, the European economies even if they stand in position, some occupying places in the top ten of 
most competitive states, it can be noted that the economic policies adopted within each individual state were the 
determining factors in ensuring the level of high performance is not a particular need to ensure convergence of 
economic space. Although the analyzed states in this research were chosen from the perspective of belonging to an 
economic model, the results showed that although the influences of cultural and economic models are highly 
relevant, the internal particularities were intensively contributing factors to achieve the level of performance. 
Changing paradigms must be general framework in the field. 
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